
About ULI

▪ Established in 1936.
▪ Independent nonprofit education and research organization.
▪ The mission of the Urban Land Institute is to provide leadership in the 

responsible use of land and in creating and sustaining thriving 
communities worldwide.

▪ 45,000 members worldwide.
▪ Representing the entire spectrum of land use and real estate 

development disciplines.
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The Panel’s Assignment

The ULI panel was asked to address the following questions:
▪ What tools are attractive to the development community that may be 

integrated into the UDO?
▪ What are implementation options for the tools (e.g., is it better to have a 

standalone district or can the market accept similar standards that are 
applied more broadly)?

▪ What is the right level of carrots (incentives such as public investments) 
and sticks (regulations) for achieving implementation?





▪ Duke is a critical partner
▪ Shiny stuff will happen anyway.  Focus on the communities that have been overlooked
▪ Dillon-Rule constrains City 
▪ SEAP gave the city a plan with measurable results
▪ Carrots are better perceived than sticks.  Too many sticks may move development elsewhere. 

(voluntary based programs are preferred)
▪ A lot of work by partners already happening.  City should be at the table with partner initiatives. 

Collaborative in Charlotte’s DNA
▪ SEAP could allow resources to flow that are consistent with 2050 vision
▪ COVID has proven to us that we can innovate quickly
▪ RIDS can find a place to do things together – rather than create plans
▪ Global funding is looking places to invest in green infrastructure (and expecting it in development)
▪ RIDS creating a learning laboratory
▪ North End and River District are examples of going beyond the “status quo”

What We Heard from Stakeholders



Key Findings

▪ Comp Plan: should include Climate Neutrality and Resilience as either 1) pillars, or 2) 
cross-cutting topic integrated into all pillars 

▪ UDO: should include an Overlay Zone to support RIDs by providing flexibility in 
standards and procedures.

▪ RIDs should: focus on energy and moving the City toward its 2050 carbon neutrality 
goal.

▪ RIDs should: be a tool for assisting and accelerating implementation of SEAP Actions 5, 
6, 7, 8, 9, and 10, especially Net Zero Private Development, Sustainable Modes of 
Transportation, and Green Workforce Development.

▪ The RID name may need to be changed to emphasize energy, rather than resilience: e.g. 
Energy Resilience District.

▪ Energy resilience should: be defined broadly to address a range of social and physicall
concerns including: energy cost burden, health impacts from poorly insulated homes or 
outdated HVAC systems, risks of distribution interruptions, storage, microgrids, and 
community solar.



Key Findings

▪ RIDs should: be places to incubate and share ideas – a place where it is okay to break 
the rules – and to  pilot approaches that are not yet addressed by code or regulations.

▪ Equity should be an integral component of RIDS programs, projects, and indicators of 
success – jobs created in green workforce development, number homes weatherized, 
use of low-income of programs by those eligible, focusing  investment in historically 
disadvantaged or overlooked communities.

▪ Obtaining and sustaining financing and funding is an essential part of the RID - leverage 
of City housing fund and publicly owned parcel or buildings , continued partnerships 
with corporations, philanthropy, combining rebates from Duke Energy with other City 
programs, reconsidering PACE funding.

▪ Factors to consider in identifying suitable locations for a RID include: transit proximity 
or in a TOD district, availability of City owned land or buildings,  historically disinvested 
area of the City.



Resiliency



Alternative Names
Resiliency: (from SEAP)
“A resilient city is one that can deal with shocks 
and stresses. Shocks may include climatic 
events such as floods, or it could be the 
disappearance of an industry upon which the 
city is highly dependent. Stresses are issues that 
weaken a city and include income inequality, 
high unemployment, and energy poverty. 
Ensuring resilience at various scales (city, 
district, community, neighborhood) requires 
stakeholder engagement to produce greater 
understanding of these vulnerabilities.”

Innovation Districts  are defined by giid.org as 
dense hubs of economic activity where 
innovation, entrepreneurship, creativity, and 
placemaking intersect.”

www.giid.org
.

WHAT WE HEARD: 
The intent of a RID is to define physical 
places to innovate on energy solutions to 
advance our SEAP Climate Action Goals of 
neutrality by 2050, while ensuring we:
- enhance our overall city equity goals by 

ensuring all energy solutions embrace 
the goals of our Equity Framework*

- *TBD but things like address energy burden, 
air quality, indoor comfort and passive 
survivability, etc.

- enhance overall city resilience by 
creating resilient energy solutions

- Ex: increased reliability, handle future climate 
trends, be flexible to growth, be phaseable, 
etc.

Our team was struggling as this felt Charlotte was 
trying to make their “Innovation Districts Resilient”



RID to ______

ZONE
AREA
OVERLAY
DISTRICT
CLUSTER

With the understanding that every one of these definitions focuses on energy 
outcomes while ensure equitable, resilient links to comp plan. 
None of these names have Equity and Resilience in them.  
i.e. ALL DISTRICTS SHOULD BE EQUITABLE AND RESILIENT. 

+
INNOVATE
CATALYZE
SPUR
ACCELLERATE

+
ENERGY
CARBON
CLIMATE

Zones of Energy Innovation (ZEIs)  (SB Recommended)
Zones of Energy-Resilient Overlays (ZEROs)
Climate Action Catalyst Zone (CACZ)
Energy Solution Acceleration Areas 
Low Carbon Innovation Clusters

=



Elevating Equity and Resiliency to Prominence in Comp Plan 


